
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SRRVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

BOB JOSEPH 

COMPLAINANT 

V. 

FOX CREEK RURAL ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE CORPORATION 

DEFENDANT 

IT IS ORDERED that Fox Creek Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation ("Fox Creek") shall file the original and 6 copies of 

the following information with the Commission with a copy to all 

parties of racord no later than October 27, 1995. Fox Creek shall 

furniah with each response the name of the witness who will be 

available to respond to queations concerning each item of 

information requested should a public hearing be scheduled. 

1. Provide detailed workpapero to support the per foot 

extension charge of $ 4 . 0 3 .  

2. The Commission ruled in a prior case involving the 

extension of sorvice to a mobile home that such a dwelling, when 

attached to a permanent foundation, looses its status as a mobile 

home and qualifies for an extension of 1,000 feet at no charge. 

&Q PSC Case No. 92-320, Denise Ann Shoffner v. Nolin Rural 

Electric Cooperative Corporation, Order dated January 12, 1993, 

attached hereto as Appendix A .  In recognition of this prior 



decision, describe the type of foundation supporting Mr. Josaphls 

dwelling and explain why his dwelling does not qualify for an 

axtension of 1,000 fee at no charge undor 807 KAR 5 1 0 4 1 ,  Saction 

11. 

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 17th dnY of October, 1995. 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

For the Commission 

ATTEST : 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
. .  . -i .,-I . 

I . .= 
In the Matter of: 

DENISE ANN SHOFFNER 

COMPLAINANT ) 

CASE NO. 
92-320 

VS . 1 
) 

NOLIN RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERA'I\IVE ) 

) 
DEFENDANT ) 

CORPORATION 

O R D E R  

On August 3, 1992, Deniae Ann Shoffnar filed a complaint 

aqainat Nolin Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation ("Nolin RECC") 

to compel Nolin RECC to extend electric service to hac home without 

first requiring payment of a construction fee for tho extension and 

to lmpose such sanctions as are applicable for lmproper conduct 

toward Mr5. Shoffner on the part of Nolin RECC's management. The 

Commission, by Order of August 13, 1992, directed Nolin RECC to 

either satisfy the matters complained of In the complaint or file 

it5 written answer within 10 days of the date of the Order. On 

August 24, 1992, Nolln RECC filed lte answer admitting its refusal 

to extend service to Mrs. Shoffner without payment of the 

construction Pee, but stating affirmatively that its published 

tariffs and Commission regulations required such payment. The 

a n ~ w e r  a l s o  denied any improper conduct on the part of its 

management toward Mrs. Shoffner. A hearing wa5 held on the 

cornplaint before the Commission on October 7, 5992 at which 



both partiea appeared. but only Nolin RECC waa represented by 

counsel. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Nolin RECC is a cooperative corporation that owns and 

operates facilities used in the tranamiaaion and diatribution of 

electricity to the public for cornpenastion for llghta, heat. power, 

and other uaea. Its principal offices are located in 

Ellzabethtown. Mrs. Shoffner la a customer of Nolin RECC who 

rosidea with her husband, Glen Shoffner, in Larue County. 

On July 27. 1992. the Shoffnara purchased a double-wide 

mobile home which they intended to establish as their re8idence on 

property they own in Larue County. The property ia located in 

Nolin RECC's certified territory, but waa not beinq served with 

electricity when Mrs. Shoffner applied to Nolin RECC for electric 

service. Mrs. Shoffner waa advised by Nolin RECC thAt before 

electric service could be extended to her new home, she would have 

to pay a construction €ec calculated according to Nolin RECC'S 

published tariffs applicable to mobile homes. MrB. ShoffnOr was 

further advised that the construction fee would be refunded Fn full 

over a four-year period in €our annual equal installments provided 

she remained a customer for that period of time. Mrs. Shoffner 

objected arguing that the advance payment policy WAS not appllcable 

because she and her husband intended to convert the "mobile home" 

into a permanent residential BtrUCGUrO. When Nolin RECC rsfunad to 

recognize that the structure would become a permanent reaidonce, 

Mrs. Shoffner Elled her complaint. After fillng the complaint, 
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however, apparontly to avoid any delay while thia complaint W A 8  

pending, the Shorfners paid Nolin RECC a construction tee of 

$1.019.00 to extend electric service to their home. Thouqh not 

stated in their complaint, the ShoCfners now seek to recover thAt 
payment. 

Nolin RECC's extonsion policies are set forth in Section 33 

of ita published tariff on file with this Commission. That amotion 

provides that extensions of up to 150 faat from the nearent 

facility shall be made to mobile home8 without charge. Extmnaionm 

greater than 150 foot require an advance payment to cover thm comt 
oC construction. The advance paymont i m  $50.00 for extenaionm not 

exceeding 300 Peat, and $2.89 per foot Por each additional root in 

eXCOna Of 300 eaet. The amountm advanced by the CustOmOr for 
extensions in exc@ss of 300 eaet are subject to rotund over a Cour- 

year period in equal amounto Cor each year service continues. If 

Service 13 diacontinuad durinq the Cour-year period, the CUBtOIIIeC 

eorfeita any part OP the advance payment that haa not boen 

refunded. 

In calculating the advance payment for construction, Nolin 

RECC USBE tho 6hOrtest distance between the existing power lin0 t 0  

the  new 8 e r v i C O .  Because the Pee la bamed upon a Pixed amount por 

foot, it doas not nacensarily reflect the actual cost Of 

construction. In this cane, although the Shoffnere w0re charged 

S1,019.o0 for the extonoion baaed on a mearucad distance of 640 

faat from the existing power line, the actual cost of conatructing 

the eXten6ion was $2,102.55. The additional amount Wan attributed 
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to several turns in the axtonmion which addod to the comt. 

Electric Lines which run In J. ntraight lino ar0 l o s s  coatly to 

construct. 

In determining whethor a home la a "mobilo home" within the 

meaning of ita publiahed tariff, Nolln RECC raliaa upon the 

definition found in HRS 219.320(3). That section of the statutem 

is part of the "Kentucky Mobile Homo and Recraational Vehicle Park 

Act" and it definea a mobile home ant 

"Mobile home" mema a tranrportable dwelling unit 
auitablo for year round occupancy, which 18 
manc-xtured on a ChaBBiE or undercarriage ar an 
inte.;:al part thereof, containing facilitior for water, 
aswage, bath, and electrical conveniences. 

In addition, Nolin RECC also relioa upon tho definition of B mobile 

home found in Article 550 of the National Electric Code. Section 

550-2 of that articlo defines a mobile home am: 

A factory-aeaemblad structure or structures equipped 
with the necessary service connections and mado 80  am 
to be readily moveable an A unit or unitn on its own 
running gear and designed to be uaod as a dwelling 
unit(a) without a permanent foundation. 

I n  applying for service, Mrs. Shoffner maintainad that her  home is 

not a mobile home under oithsr of them0 definitiona bocauae it is 

no longer readily moveable and is lnatnllod upon a permanent 

foundation. 

To prepare their property for their new home, the Shoffnors 

constructed a masonry foundation. This Poundation consists Of 

throe layorll of eight-inch concrete blocks and one top layer Of 

four-lnch blocks resting on a concrete footer poured in the ground. 

The concrete footer lo two feet wide and one foot d e o p .  The mobllo 
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home is attached to the €oundatlon by wire cables and by mortar. 

Utility linoa €or electric, water, and sewer service were run 

beneath the footer. Sewage €rom the mobile home 1s disposed Of 

Into a septic tank and system installed on the property. The 

wheels and axles uaed to move the home, together with the tongue 

used to connect the home to the tractor, have been removed and 

disposed of by the Shoffnars. Additionally, the concrete blocks on 

three sides of the home have been or will be stuccoed, while soil 

and fill dirt will be used to cover the concrete blocks on the 

fourth side of the home A B  part of the propertyla landacaping. 

Mrs. Shoffner also complain. that aha was treated rudely by 

management personnel of Nolin RECC while she was applying eor 

service. Thin allsgation was denied by Nolin RECC and, in 
particular, by the individuals involved. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Extension Policy 

The primacy tssue presented is whether the extension to the 

ShoCEner residence should be treated a5 a normal extension to a 

permanent structure as Mrs. Shoffner contends or, instead, as an 

extension to a mobile home as Nolin RECC contends. Normal 

extensions are subject to the provisions of 807 KAR 5:041, Section 

11. Subsection ( 1 )  of that section provides in part: 

Normal extensions. An extension of 1,000 feet or  less 
of a Single phase line shall be made by a utility to 

prospective customer who shall apply for and contract 
to u6e the service €or one (1) year or more and 
provides guarantee for such service. , . . 
its existing distribution ltn6 withoot Charge for a 
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The Shoefner'a property lo approximately 6 5 0  feat from the exiating 

utility llnem. If  the axtonaion in conaiderad a normal extenmion, 

the advance conatruction foe  nhould not have been charged and the 

Shoefners would be entitlod to a refund. 

Exteneiona to mobile hommm are covmrad by Beotion 12 o f  the 

regulation. Subaection ( 3 )  of that aection providem in pertinent 

part am rollowml 

For ertrnsionm greater than 300 Cmet and lema than 
1,000 fort from the naarmmt distribution l i n e ,  thm 
utility may charge an advance equal to rmamonablm coatm 
incurred by it Cor that ortion of aervlce beyond 300 

( a )  Thim advancm rhall bm refunded to the 
cuatomor over a Cour ( 4 )  year pmrlod In 
mqual amountn for each year aarvice l a  
continued. Thm ourtommr advance Cor 
conmtructlon of Clfty (50) dollacm a h a l l  be 
addod to the Clrot of four (4) refundo. 

( b )  I f  nervice Is dimcontinued for a period 
of eixty (60) daya, or the moblle home l a  
removed and another doer not take lta place 
within sixty ( 6 0 )  daym, or la not replaced 
by a permanent otructura, the remainder of 
the advance nhall be forfeited. 

Therefore, I f  the extoneion to the Shoffner's property la  

connidered an extonsion to A mobile home under Section 12, the 

advance conetruction toe charged by the utility properly complied 

with the regulation and la aubjact to refund only in accordance 

with the regulation. 

fmet plum fifty (50) dol P arm. . . . 

The queetion promanted then Ls when, If ever, does a moblle 

m e  become a pormanent reeidmnce. Both partiam agree that the 

etructure purchaacd by the Shoffnara can be removed from its 

present location by dlnconnccting the utilltler, noparating the two 
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aidoa, and rainntallinp the wheels, a x l e s ,  and tongue. In this 

regard, hOWeVOt, the Shoefnors maintain that there is no difference 

between their home and a convontionally built home which can also 

ba romoved from its foundation and moved. 

While Nolin RECC concedea that a conventional home, l i k e  a 

manufactured home, can be moved from ona location to another, it 

maintainr th&t the task oC moving a conventfonal home 1s more 

complicated due to tha differencs in construction. A mobile home 

La daaigned t o r  portability, It in built on a steel frame to which 

wheals, axloB, and a tonguo are readily attached. A conventional 

home, on the other hand, must be trAnEpOrted on another vehicle 

such aa a lowboy or eteel I-beams ineorted beneath the struatum. 

In addition, the utility fixtures on a mobile home are designed for 

eame In coupllnq and uncoupling from exioting utilities. Thua, 

romoving the Shoffner home from its present location would take 

approximatoly one day, while removing a conventional home from a 

aimilar site would take coneiderably longer. 

Tho poartion taken by the Shoffnera €inds support in a 

decinion by the former Court o€ Appeals in Foos V .  Engle .  295 Ky. 

114, 174 6.W.2d 5 (1943). This was an action to enjoin the owner 

O f  five lots In the subdivision from maintaining a "trailer camp" 

on her proparty. The action waa brought by other property owners 

in the subdfvision who mAintaLned that establishing a trailer park 

would ViOlAte a covonant that ro8tricted the use of t h e  property to 

"improvement5 [whichl. , . when erected shall be used €or residence 
-7- 



'' Id. at 7. Tho trial court aranted tha purposes only, . . . 
injunction and the owner o€ the lots appealed. 

- 

The Court of Appeals, in affirming the injunction, : ldi 

While "trailers" are aptly described as "little houp .s 
on wheels," they arc not "erected" within the me@ ng 
of the restriction, which refers in ordinary par. .Ice 
to a residence to be more or lees permanent, and h:. .cef 
attached to the soil. 

Th0 court though went on to state by way of dictum the followinq: 

We do not mean to  SAY^ however, thAt if the trailer. 
ware dismounted from their wheels, or othetwime 
rendered not readily mOVAble, and allowed to rOmAin On 
the lots for a sufficient lenqth of timm to indicato 
their ume am vehiclee ham been abandoned, thin Court 
would hold that they were not remidencam within the 
meaning of the restriction referred to. 

- Id. at 9. Thus, the Court recognized that for purpoeem of 

complying with a restrictive covenant againmt "traileraf" mobllo 

homes were ca, .ble of being converted into permanent structure9 

that did not violate the restriction. 

The a decision was later relied upon as authority by the 

Supreme Court in Chapman V. Bradshaw, Ky. 536 S.W.2d 447 ( 1 9 7 6 ) .  

This was an action by the owner of property in a subdivision to 

enjoin other owners of property in the same Subdivision from 

placing mobile homes on their lots. The plaintiff maintained thAt 

placing mobile homes or house trailers in the subdivision violated 

a restrictive covenant whicn restricted the use of the Iota to 

residences constructed on permanent foundatima. I n  affirming the 

lower Court's decision that house trailers violated the reetrictive 

covenant, the Court citing Foos v. E n q l e  noted: 
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lloiiae treilscs sr mobile homes, by definition, are 
ABu1181cI on wheels. Thsy do not have aolid foundationn. 
They a r &  not "constructed" within the meaning of the 
roEErlceion, whlch reeora an ordinary parlance, to a 
b u l l d i n e  p e r m a n e n t l y a t t a c h e d  to t h e  
realty, I I I Clearly, a "house trailer" violatas the 
roquisamont that 6 * any building* * * that Is 
oonrtructod upon this land shall have a solid 
foundation* * * , ' I  

- fd. de 140 .  L i k e  the deolsion in the Fooa came, this decision, 
while roooqniehg char mobile homoa in their original form violatm 
raatriotiva covonnnts againat thom, aleo recognized that mobile 

Romesl CAII ba braught into complianoo with thone samo rertcictivm 

aovenbnta by pormenently nttaohing them to real  eetate. 

Tho pooltion takan by tho Kontuoky Court in in aocord with 

daclalonrr In sther acaCeB. Poc example, Your Home, Inc. V. City of 

Portlbnd, 183 A.2d 735 ( ~ e .  1984) Lnvolved an appeal from a city 

zonlnq board doclslon dsnying an application to develop a mobile 

home park tn an area restricted by the city's zoning ordinance to 

one-family dWelllnQs :n detached buildings. In denying the 

appllcatlen, Ch6) zoning board reasoned in part  that mobile homes, 

by v i r t u e  al: their inablllry, were not buildings within the meaning 

r ~ f  the erdinancs. The Maine Court reverscd the zoning board 

tieldlrrqr 

TO tho extent thac we said that relative permanenco l e  
B Coaturo a€  residential dwollinga, wu qualified that 
by f#f6)rence t o  the specific requirements applicable to 
stick-bullb houseer "a moblla uned a6 d 
rooidonce cauld  - come :!n this definition of a 
dwallhq, particularly i f  inscalled on a foundation." 

ProntOd, ralative permanonce i a  ane faccor locnting a 
pMticUlar structure an the continuum running between 
8 toweblo csmgec and a fleld-scone Eortrees. As such, 
I t  LE within che purview of the Board'B "inherent 
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reeponsibllity" to interpret the ordinAnC0, I I UUk 
It is not the anly Cactor, nor l a  it eve!\ 4 
precondition under the ordinance which nowhere uuea the 
term. Other attributes or one-family dwelllngu In 
detached buildinqe, e.q .  plumbing, wiring, heating end 
foundation must be considered. The Uoatd doen net have 
the discretion to construct a precondition Ear 
prefabricated homan that the ordinanas doer not require 
of -:hers. 

Id. at 738. - 
Similarly, in Q'lvestar v .  Howland Tp. ad, of Z o n i m  , 

518 N.E.2d 36 (Ohio App. 1 9 E 6 ) ,  the Ohio Court held that rlmoving 

the wheels and springs from 4 mobile home and plraing i t  on P 

concrete foundation qualified the homr am eenidential nrruaturm 

which did not violate a zoninp prohibit1o.i agrinot mobile homes. 
In so holding, tha Court stated: 

[Wle conclude that tna nature OC e ropoued renidenoe 
Dtructure is determined baned on con 8 itione erieting A t  
the situs of the political eubdiviulon. Aooordingly, 
in the Instant cause, the nature of appellent B 
gropoeed residence eeruoture ahould hrva bssn 
detcrninad by the zoning lnrpector broad upon i t 8  
conc. .ion xisting at tho eitus In Howland Townehip. 
IC crre mooillty of the progoeed reridonce doee not 
exist at the aitue OC tho political eubdlvision then 
said residence structure could not be ciaseieled 811 d 
mobile home. 

- Id. at 38. Ln its decision, the Court referred to en earlier 
unpublished opinion in Garland V .  Emerine, (no citation), In whlch 
it noted th8t the approval or denial of an application from II 

mobile home owner should not be baaed on a struoturela condition IIt 

the time of manufacture, but lnntead upon Itn condition s t  the 
situs whera i t  is to be located. 

The COUrtS within this and other staten hnve thue faaOgnLZ@d 

that when a mobile home 1s rendered Immobile by remove1 Of it8 
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wheels, axles, and tongue and by its permanent attachmant to raal 

m t a t a ,  I t  ceases to be a "mobile home," at leart for purporaa O C  

zoning and buildinq reatrictiono. The quaotion of portabillty ae 

it relator,  to residential atructuroa 1s aloo relavane to tho 

Commionion@e regulatlonr. Naithor KRB Chaptor 278 nor tha 

Commieaion+m regulations dofina what l r  meane by a moblla h a m .  

Howavar, Lt 10 c l a m  that Saction 13 of 807 KAR 51041 wan 

promulgated to protact elactrio utilitlee from the rink OC 

axtending eorvlce to a mobile homo which might later ba ramovad 

Prom i t e  location before the utillty lr fully able to racovar tha 

aoot oL constructinq tho extenmion. Thio regulation h oL 
particular signiflcanca to d utillty llke Nolin RECC where 

approximately 90 percent oC ltn naw connsctionr arm to rnobila 

homes. Thue, the portability oe a structure ham even more 

significance Ln dstarmining I f  lt Le A "moblla horns1' undar tha 

regulation than I t  would have In making the same determination 

under a rsatrictive covenant or a planning and zoning statute where 

the prlmnCY purpoee la to protect the aenthEtiC qualitiam of a 

neighborhood or subdlvleion. 

Glven the substantial changes made to the Shoffner'o home, 

the removal of its wheels, axlea,  dnd tongue, and its attachment to 

a permanent maeonry foundation, the ce8ldance le no longer A 

portable Btructure and should not bo conoldaced A 'Imobila home@@ 

within tho meaning o€ Section 13 of 807 K A R  51041. Thorefore, the 

eXtenBLOn to the home should be treated as a normal extension under 

Section 11 o i  the regulation and Nolin AECC should refund tha 
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construction tee which tho Shoefnara pard for tha axtonoion. 

Nanaaement Sahnvior 

It was clear at the hoaring that uach party Ielt ntrongly in 
their position. Apparently theme balietfa lad to haated dih~uoaiona 

on the matter when they mat. The immedlate quoation, howaver, la 
whether the conduct sf slectric company repreoontativom during 

theme meatinga im an iaaua that thin Commiaaion may romolva. 

KR8 278.260(1)  vaata in tha Commiaaion "jurladlction ovar 

complaints aa to r a t a  or sorvice of any utillty" [rmphamia addod). 

Service la defined by KR8 278.010(11) aa "any praatioo. . . in any 
way relating to the service of any utlllty." Boaauao cuitomir 

relations relate to the quallty of utillty oarvlco, cuatomor 

complaints about sorvlca are within tho jurimdlction o f  thin 

Commission. 

The next question lo whether Nolln RECC raproaontrtivor 

should be sanctioned fo r  ;hair conduct. The uvidonco of rudo 

behavior consistn of M r a .  Shoefner'o chrrpom and Nolin RECC'o 

denials. I t  l a  the classic axamplo of one paraonla word aprinnt 

the other. Clven the contentiour naturo of the dinputo, i t  l a  

reasonable to asnuma that the partioa may not have boen am pollto 

to one another 48 they might normally have baen. Whlla utilitiom 

certainly have a duty to troat their cuotomorn with rompoat and 

courtesy, there Is llttle ovidanca that o f f i c h l o  o f  tho utility 

actod with ouch lmpropriety am to warrant nanotlonm. Thoraforo, 

the complnint O C  impropor behavior ahould bo dlnmianod. 
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Baaed upon the taregoing tindings of fact and conclusions of 

law and upon the o n e l r s  rocord and thia Commiasion bein9 otherwise 

suPPiciently advleed, 

TT IS ORDERED thati 

1. Nolln RECC ahall within 20 dayr from the date of this 

Ordor refund to Denise Shoefnar and her hurband, Qlen Shoefnar, tha 

conatructlon fee paid  Cor the extension of eleatric aervica to 

thoir home. 

2. The portion oC the complaint by Dmnism Bhoffner againat 

Nolln RECC for improper behavior on tho part of Nolln RECC's 

personnel bo and le hereby dlsmisaad. 

Done at FrankPore, Kentucky, this 12th doy of January, 1993. 

By the Commission 

Dlasantinq Opinion ce Commiasionsr Robert M. Davis 

I respectfully diaaent from that portion o f  the Order which 

direct6 NolLn RECC to refund the extoneion tam. Ai noted by the 

majority, the gurgoee of Section 13 of 807 K A R  5 : 0 4 1  is to protect 

aloctric utilities Crom the  risk tnvolvsd In extending service to 
a moblle home which can be removed from a location befora A utility 

can cocover tho C O E ~  of construction. This regulation L E  oP 

particular iiqnieicanca eo a utility like Nolln RECC whmrs 



approximately 50 percant of lta nmw connectionr aro to mobile 

hones . 
The situation hare 1s not unlike that prementod in Clacksmua 

County V .  Dunham, 579 P.2d 223 (Or. 1978). Thin warn an action to 

enjoin the ownera of a doubla-wido mobile home from lOC0ting it in 

an area restricted to buildinge urmd oxolumively Cor aingle-family 
dwellings, but not "a trailar house.'@ Thm aoning ordinanca definid 

a trailer hourc am a "building dmmignmd in muoh a manner that it 

may be moved from one location to anothmr." Tho ownarm o t  tha 

atructure contended that by removing thm whomla, arlam, and mprings 

and placing i t  on a permanent foundation, It wam no longer capablm 
of moving from one location to anothmr and waa thoroby convmrtad 

from a "trailer houae" to a permanent building. 

The trial court granted the lnjuaction, but a lowmr appellata 

court reversed. On appeal ,  the Suprema Court of Oregon roinotatod 

the trial court'n dacree holding that tha t o m  "dmmignod" am urmd 
in the ordinancelo definition of a trailor house "refor5 to the 

design for manufacture of the buildlnq," A t  226. In tho V i m W  

of the Oregon Court, a otructure dmmignmd and manufactured am a 

mobile home remaino B mobilo home under the ordinance, whether or 

not it retains Its portability. 

Although tho Oregon decilrion rortn largaly on the court 'E 

interpretation of the meaning of thm word lodeaigncdtf In tho 

definition of a mobile homa, the court ala0 rejected thm ownor'n 

argument that the Intended changes affected the portable nature of 

the structure. Inrtasd, the court, In a Pootnote, made tho 

following observationr 



It can be logically interred that even if "deaigned" 
roeera to inatallation, by defendant's own prooe their 
mobile home waa portable. Ita Lnatallation. in 
defendant's own worda, conaiated of tho follouinga 

The unit wan a l i d  into place and bolted 
together and anchored down. 

Preaumably, it could be moved from ita.present location 
to another by reversing the above rocana1 i.a., 

them out to be moved to anothnr location. On thn 
portability continuum, with a highway travel trailer on 
one end and a canventionally conatructod house on the 
other, Lt ir cloaer to tha portability end of tho 
continuum. 

removing tha anchora, unbolting the un P tm and eliding 

- Id. at 216 n.8. 

Although the 8hoLCnara have made aubatantial changer to thoir, 
property,  t h e  atructurm in which thoy rmaido wan deaigned, 

conatructed, and remaino a mobilm home. Ita portability can 
marentially be raatored by unbolting the two halvmr, reinatalling 

wheals, axlos, and a tongue to ita erame, and connecting the entire 

unit to a tractor eor movement from ita location. For thane 

reamons, It Calla within the purview oc Sectlon 13 and the reeund 

ahould be denied except a8 provided In that aactlon of the 

~equlatlon. 

. d L  
Commimaioner 
Kmntucky Public Service CommifI6iOn 

ATTEST I 

Executive Dlsector 


